-
- F <S

DOCUMENT RESUME - °
ED 213 704 ’ " * " - SP 019 849
- . . 9 » 2 v

AUTHOR - Guskey, Thomas R. . .
TITLE . The Influence of Change in Instructional

. ‘ Effectiveness upon the Affective Characteristics of

‘ Teachers. ) .
PUB DATE Mar 82 . < :
NOTE - 27p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the’

 American Educational Research Association (New ¥York,
NY, M?rch,.1982). -
EDRS PRIGE " MF01/PC02 'Plus Postage. - _
DESCRIPTORS Academic’ Achievement; Affective Objectives; *Attitude
’ ~Change; Inservice Teacher Education; *Instructional
Improvement; *Mastery Learning; *Program ] .
Effectiveness; Secondary Education; *Self Esteem;
Teacher Attitudes; Teacher Characteristics; Teacher
Effectiveness: *Teacher Responsibility

3>

- hl

ABSTRACT - _ - -

The influence of positive change in instructional -
effectiveness upon Several affective characteristigs of teachers was:
investigated. The focus of the study was upon the influence this
ckange in effectiveness might have upon measures of teachers'
feelings of responsibility for student achievement, feelings toward

teaching, and teachers' self-concept. Fifty-two secondary school . °

teachers participated in a workshop on mastery learning techrniques.,
They-agreed to teach two classes-in the same subject area and grade
level during-the school term following their training. One of these
classes was to be taught using mastety learning (mastery group), the
other to be taught by whatever methods the teacher typically employed
(control group). Before the workshop sessionms, the teachers were ,
given a three-part guestionnaire on their feélings of responsibility
for student achievement, their feelings toward teaching, and .their
confidence in their teaching ability. Following the school term, the
- teachers, were again tested, and the achievements of their mastery and
control students were evaluated. A high percentage of ‘the teachers
were -found to have experienced positive change in their instruc*ional
effectiveness through mastery ‘teaching. An analysis™ of results
indicated that, as. the teachers became more effective in their"
teaching, they. tended to accept greater responsibility for the

* learning outcomes of their students and to like teaching much more
but, at the same time, expressed diminished confidence in their
teaching _abilities. In post-testing, the teachers who chose not to
use the mastery techniques expressed :increased confidence in their
teaching ‘but revealed increasingly negative feelings about teaching.
?he)implications of this study for inservice education are discussed..
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This study was des1gned to assess the influence of posﬁt1ve change

A}

in 1nstruct1ona1 effec11veness upon_ severa} affect1ve character1st1cs

-

~

of teachers. Data were gathered from.117 1ntermed1ate and high school s

teachers, 52 of whom part1c1pated in an inservice workshop on Mastery
Learhing Compar1sons made through MANOVA procedures: showed that those

teachers who experlenced pos1t1ve change in the learning outcomes of

- hd o

their students expressed increased persona] respons1b}11ty for both

Yee

positive and negative student outcomes, increased affect toward teaching,
but decreased conf1dence in their teaching®abilities. Imp11cat1ons

- yegarding the alterabi] y‘bf these teacher character1st1cs are discussed.
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The }nfldence of Chinge in InstrﬁctionafﬁEffectTVeness
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Upon_the Affective Characteristics of Teachers

<
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§p;recent years‘there have been many studies onethe effectiveness

of teachers and particularly the characteristics and behaviors of teachers .

that relate to éffecg1ve 1nstruct1on. qReV1ews of these stud1es, such as ,
t'those conducted by McNeil and Popham (1973), Medley (1977) and Soar and’ ‘
"Soar (1972) together with the results from- 1arge scale surveys such as

the Beg1nn1ng Teacher Evaluat1on ‘Study (F1sher, et al. 1978), have helped

to identify factors that consistently relate to student learning outcomes.
“Although the validity of‘some of these factors has been questioned (Coker,

Mediey, and Soar,. 1980) .others have been shown to be usefu] in efforts to -

help teachers Zimprove the effectiveness ef\the1r teach1ng (Sta111ngs,01980)
) ;There has been very 11tt1e research however, on the effects upon teachers

of chagg: in their 1nstruct1ona] effect1veness Reports on_ 1nserv1ce '
- education programs and staff development efforts often\conta1n anecdotal

ev1dence of changes -n teachers as a result of their exper1ences in. par-

t1cu1ar programs. Stallings (1980), for 1nstance, reported that after .

making recommended changes a teacher found "that the tedching became,more

fun" (p. 14). But few stud“es have assessed these effects in an organized

LI
l

. or,systematic way. -
This study was des1gned to 1nvest1gate the 1nf1uence of positive . "’ .

change -in 1nstruct1ona] effect1veness upon several affect1ve character1st1cs v g

P -
°

of teachers. The centra] question of the study was, As’ exper1enced
teachens adopt ‘more eéffective instructional practices and rea11ze more

pos1t:ve Jearning outcomes on the part of the1.,students, m1ght specific

affective’ changes be expected to result in these teachers7 It was hypothesized -
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that teachers who exper1enee a pos1t1ve change in tneir instructional

effectiveness would (a) assume greater persona] respons1b111ty for the

* Jearning- outcomes of the1r students, (b) 1ike teachxng more and express
more positive att1tudes about varlous aspects of teach1ng, and (c) express

greater-confidence in their abilities as’ teachers.
. s ~a i

'Theoret1ca1 Framework . W3

>
-

Over the past decade a wide var1ety of programs and curr1cu1ae ‘have -

been developed spec1f1ca11y to enhance the 1nstruct1ona1 effect1veness

-

’of,teachers.' Some of the most-sugcessful among these efforts are programs
centering around Mastery Learning instructional Stragegiés (Bloom, 1968,
1921) Rev1ews of Mastery Learning research 1nd1cate that these strategies

can, in many instances, help teachers to ‘dramatically increase the 1earn1ng

and resultant ach1evement of students in the1r classrooms . (Blork & Burns,

1976) In this study, the 1ntroduct1on of Mastery Learning strategies

A

. was emp]oygd as the means of alter1ng the 1nstructtona1 effect1veness of

teachers The’ focus of the study, however was .upon the 1nf1uenc° this »

- [}

change 1n effect1veness might-haveé upon measures of ‘teachers' respons1b111ty

for student ach1evement affect towards teaching, and teach1ng self concept.
' . (2 % .

-

Method : i T Lo

i §ubjects. _The ‘subjects for this study were 117 intermediate and high
school level teachers from two metropolitan schoo1“systems. A11 of these

*

teachers had volunteered togpart1c1pate in’an 1nserv1ce education workshop -
dealing w1th Mastery Learn1ng Because of 1imited resources, however,

only 52 teachers who taught in selected subJect areas could take part >

in the workshqp. For- their part1c1pation in the workshop teachers were
granted release time and received salary lane- -placient cred1t The

- remaining 65 teachers served as the control group.

- A .
5 .
5 '3
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A1l of -the teachers_in the sample had taught at the intermediate or

e ' high.school_level for.at ieast three'years.\ The averagé number of years"; .
teaching ekperience was &:8. . IR . !
R Procedureé Before the: start of the inservice~workshop sessions, ail
117 teachers who had volunteered to part1c1pate were adm1n1stered a - 2
. three-pait quest1onna1re with parts randomty ordered in quest1onna1re (;

hooklets One part contained the Responsihi1ity for Student Achievement B
sca]e (RSA) developed by Guskey (1981). This scale contains 30 alter-
oo T nat1ve“we1ghted 1tems that assess teachers %beﬂ1efs in the1r own control
PR “  of factors inf 1uenc1ng the academ1c‘successes and failures of their .
: students. Two- subscale scores are der1ved from the RSA, one assessing

o " - self-responsibility for classroom successes (R+), .and one for classroom

-

3 failures (R-). The R+ and~R-'subsca1es are reported to have an, 1nternal~-'

rellab111ty of 79 and - .88, respectively Subscale scores are a mean
<

& percentage rating of 1tems Jn that scale and hence, scores can range from

Z. o 0 to 100 percent. - ' . . . : .

-
’ v o

- A | second part of the questionnaire conta1ned a scale designed to -
| assess affect tOWard teach1ng, that 1s,chow much teachers Tike teach1ng‘T\
and how positively or negat1ve1y they feel-about various aspects of ’
- : teaching. This scale conta1ns 30 L1kert;type 1tems most of which were ~ .
‘ adopted from41tems in the Se!f pbserVat1ona1 Scales (SOS) for students
. (Katzenmeyer and Stenner, 197%) Each item on th1s scale asks teachers .

-
v . ’

— . to 1nd1cate their fee11ngs in regard to a-part1cu1ar statement. F1ve

options are ava11ab1e for the rat1ng. rangtng from. Strongly D1sagree to
& Strcngly Agree. Statements are both pos1t1ve and negative. For exampﬂe,

a pos1t1ve ‘jtem would be, "I enjoy 1earn1ng about ‘new classroom techn1ques,

7
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whtge %'negative item would be, "I often get bored in discussions about -

e ‘

éducation.ﬂ The we1ghts ass1gned response opt1ons for. pos1t1ve items .

.are reversed for negat1ve 1tems. Scores can thus range from 0 to 120.

Pilot test1ng of this scale showed it’ to be fa1r1y re11ab1e, w1th a
Cronbach a]pha coefficent equal to 85 ' «
;A .third scale in the quest1ohna1re assessed teach1ng self-concept.

Th1s scale also cons1sts of 30 L1gert -type "items adapted from similar
behavioral- based self-coneept ;tems*developéd in the research of Brookover -
= _ ' (1973) Each 1tem asks teachers to 1nd1cate their fee11ngs in relation

to particular behaviors or character1st1cs felevant to teach1ng Items

are both positive and negat1ve, ‘and are rated on a five-point scale from

Strongly D1sagree to S;rongly Agree. An example of a pos1t1ve jtem would

o -

— - b "I am very proud of my performance as a teacher," wh11e a negative.

N - jtem would be, "I somet1mes have doubts about the effect1veness of my

©
O

teach1ng ". Scores on the scale can range from 0 to 120: P1lot testing
; o - of th1s scale showed it also to.be fa1r1y re11ab1e w1th a Cronbach alpha B
* “equal of .84. L. e S
N 6 . ?

The 52 teachers who part1c1pated 1n the WOrkshop each agreed to teach

two classes in the .same subJect area and grade level during the school

term follow1ng the1r tra1n1ng The cooperat1on of bu11d1ng principals

-

" was- secured in order to facilitate th1° schedu11ng One.of these classes

o

was . to be taught us1ng Mastery Learnxng dmastery), while the other was to

be taught by whatever methods and’procedures the teacher typ1callv employed
(control) ' - . -~ o u
The use of Mastery=Learn1ng requ1red no maJor changes in teachers'

instructional technjques,m_lﬁwfac, lessons and-class 5 presentations in

.- > * » _—— e .

- _,_,_‘s\:..
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. . -
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mastery and control classes were most 1ikely 1dent1cal Also, instruction .
in both mastery and control classes was teaeher-paced The pllmary
difference between these classes was the feedback and correct1ve act1v1t1es ’

provwded to students in mastery classes. While students in both-rﬁhtery

- and control classes.were adm1nrstered regular qu1}zes to' check on; their |

learning -progress, the quizzes administeged in mastery classes-(referred to

as format1ve‘tests) were pa1red w1th spec1£hc correct1ve activities. These

correctives were des1gned to help students remed1ate learning problems

L4 E

or,d1ff1cult1es 1dent1f1ed by errors made on the quizzes. Students in the

< o

. mastery classes were prov1ded opportun1t1es to work on correct1ve act1v1t1es

and were then adm1n1stered a second quiz or format:ve test.to check on the-

o

success of the correctzve work. The add1t1on of this feedback and corrective

process was the primary distinction between the instructional format in

»
-

' A X
mastery classes compared to that in control classes,

« ——

-

After the .teachers who- part1c1pated in the workshop had the oppor-'

tunity to use Mastery Learning in their classes for one school term-(an '

.

academ1c semester), all 117 teachers ‘were- again asked te complete the ,'

-

same threeipart duestionnaire. Teachers'responses from these twd- adminis-

trations of the quest1onna1re were the pr1nc1pal data for the study.

-

£y

Resul'ts . o QoL ) .
. Of the 52 teachers who part1c1pated in the workshop on Mastery

) Learn1ng, 44 used these strateg1es in classes during the school term

-

followlng the1r tra1n1ng The eaght teachers who d1d not use the new
strategies reported either schedul1ng difficulties or s1mply that

-they chose"not to. ,. |

Although students in the ciasses ass1gned to teachers in “the stuay

were‘hEterogeneouslyjﬁrouped.-teachers administered a short content-related

&
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pretest to~each of their classes to assure thzsoriginal equivalence of the

- 9lasses: Comparisons of class means showed that there were no statistically
% ()
significant différences between tﬁe class pairs for any of the 44 teachers.
Fe
-The number~of students per clasz ranged from 21 to 34.- However wi%hin

teacher differences in class size (between class pairs)@were typically '

. -
]

. qdite small " o 1"'

T~
“

The degree of change 4n instructional effectiveness was determined

-
’

-

by comparing each teachers mastery and control class in terms of two

student achievement measures. The.firgt was the percentage of students_in each
'class receiVing a high (A,or B) course grade. Identical standards for

° grading wefeg to be employed in both classes. .The\second measure was the

L3

average percent correct on a common course examination. If a larger per-

o

cent of students received high course grades and the average percent correct
.on the course examination was greater in a teacher s mastery cliss. than

#in the control class, that teacher was claSSified as,.experiencing a’

~

positive change in his/her instructional effectiveness. If a larger percent

o of students received high course grades in the control class or if the S

average perfent correct op the course examination was greater in the control
"class, that teacher was-claSSified as experiencing ]ittle or no changg
in his/her instructional -effectiveness. USing these criteria, 34 of the

o

44 teachers were found to have experienced poSitivchhange in, their .
instructional'effectiveness. The ten teachers claSSified as haVing
experienced ]ittle or no change ihcluded both male or female teachers
and,were fairly evenly dispersed among subJecf areas and grade levels.
Mean differences between the mastery and control classes of these two
groups of teachers on the criteridn outcome measures are illustrated in

Tablel. ., = v

(Insert Table“l)
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T~ The d1stinction betwsen the positivg change and ﬁbeshange groups
. . LY . N .
meant that there wefe four groups of teachers among w‘& Ch € ompa;jsons . - ®

) ~cou1d be made. These four groups were:. (1) teachers who attadned a

"\
" than did any of the other groups of teachers\ R

4 +

~5*‘*'~n;;g;means and standard dev1at1ons of measures from the pre- and

positive change 1n the‘learn1ng outcomes-of their students, (2) teachers
who atta1ned no change in the 1earn1ng outcomes of the1r students, ‘
(3) teachers rece1ved the traininy Sut d1d not 1mp1ement the new t,'

strateg1es, and (4) teachers who\d1d not receive the tra1n1ng

post-quest1onna1res for ‘these four groups of teachers are 111ustrated

in Table 2. In order to compare d1fferences between tge groups, two

" multivariate analyses of varijance were performed one ‘on pre- quest1onna1re ) -,

- measures and_ another on;post-quest1onna1re-measures. In these analyses B

teacher® group ‘was the one independent factor; scores from the scales

" . -~

1nc1uded31n the quest1onna1res were the dependent measures. The 1ntercor-
N

.relat1ons among the four sca]é scores for both pre- and post-quest1onna1res.

- r : O
are . showy in Table 3. ) ) T, S o
: . _Tnsert Tables 2.and 3 oo -

- . - . . ) .
0

Resu:ts from the mth1var1ate analyses of the pre- and post- .

questionnaires are presented.in Table 4 These analyses showed that _ A

in1t1a11y~there were no statistically s1gn1f1cant differences among the S

‘ teacher groups. Al] of the groups were comparable in, measures of respons1-

bility for pos1t1ve outcomes, respons1b111ty for. negative outcomes, and '

-,
-

~affectftoward teach1ng However, thos; ceachers who did not use the new

strateg1é§ expressed somewhst greater conf1dence in their teach1ng ab111t1es

v
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<. att1 tudes toward teachmg than did the other %roups of feachers. Concr rsi o

LI

e

~ ' -
{ - ~

. -
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:z. . . ‘ .. . e 4 . . o . . & . [ ’_{ ) Y .
s & Ana]ysefs\of the post-questtonna1re measures'mdmated that . - \r,
- , i\ .
' resu1tant d1fferences among the tZacher groups’ were .sﬁat'i ytrcally 519- .. -

. nificant. Spec1f1caJ]y, those teacters who had expenenced a pos1t’Ne
change in the 1earnmg oultc&mes of. the1r students felt more respo j1ble ) .

for both posi tive and negatwe student outcdmes and expressed fiore posi twe

1.’0 what _had been hypothes1zed however, these teachers expressed decreased ) St
conﬁdence in the1r teachmg abilities.” o ., ‘ . . T ‘é_

e . - T, . j . .. . }. 0 . . . . N -
.. i o Insert Table 4". R ‘/ . : o

- s . < ‘
- s

Interestmgly stat1s+1ca11y s1gn1f1cant d1fferences were a]so found
>’ ..
j;or those teachers who did nqt use the flew strateg1es Teachers in th1s ..
LR 2
_ group expressed more. negatwe att1tudes toward teach1ng than the other. “

*
groups of teg@ers,‘ﬁut also ’expressed much greater conf1dence n the1 r, Tae

> |
teaching ab1ht1es These 'd1fferences are ﬂlustrated more c]early in N
A A . . . *
) Figures 1—4.-. . ' N St . e .
) > [ . . -

-

v This study was designed to determ1ne the influence .of change in -
) inshtutwnal effectweness upon selected affective ,character1st1cs of e
* teachers As had been. hyppthes12ed pos1t1ve change 1n 1nstruct1ona1 . . ‘ ,,
effectiveness was found to be- re1ated to i ncreasg respons1b1hty for - . .

bot,h.,pos1twe and nEgatwe student ]earnmg outcomes, "and to more poe’t’t‘ive \

\

/
J/ffecff’foward teach1ng Contrary to what had been hypothesued however, .

pos1t1vez:change in 1nstruct1ona1 effectweness was found to be related to « ° -

‘

mote negatwe teach1ng self-concept. In~other words, as these teachers J-

become more effective’ in their teaching, they tended to accept great_er- S




%é; ) respons1b111ty for thg.learn1ng outcomes of the1r students and tended to ]

R exper1enced classroom veterans As such it 1s 11ke1y that most had fa1r1y

-7 well estab11shed reperto1re of 1nstruct1ona1 techn1ques and felt fa1rly

' b\\v gérlier. in thel,_iﬁach1ng abilities was mis jven. ' W s
' ©

) ;f inserv1ce tra1n1ng and 1mp1ement1n6/the new strateg1es had 11tt1e effect

BN . ment affect towag eacb1ng, and teach1ng selfsconcept atl rema1nedefa1r1y
stab1e. ?his”ﬁas <0 the case for the control group of teaChers who u1d
" . [%.4 Qz‘. ot .
- not partTc1pate in the lnserv1ce tra1n1ng~ Thus 1t appears that 1nserv1ce

-~ o o *¢  Change in Instructional Effectiveness
. . - -~ 1 . i

[ - * e
. '- -

' . <l L

.
: e . N ' S : N . \ A
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Tike teach1ng much more but, at the same t1me, expressed diminished

I'd

cquJdence 1n the1r teaching ab111t1es. Lo a

Although appearing somewhat anoma]ous at f1rst . these resu1ts are

qulte reasonable in th1s cdntext., ATl of the teachers in the sanple were

_\ »
»

.

3
. .fconf1dent of- their abilit tigs as achers Then,, suddenlv some of these

teachers founa that through minor alterations 1n their _teech1ng procedures,

* 3 their instruction could become more effect1ve and more cf the1r students . o
T’ were able to Tearn' well This was probablv a somewhat humb11ng exper1- o

; eﬁce.,‘That 15 to~su¢den1y gain proof that that you <an do better is 11ke1y

“ ‘
to d1srupt your conf1dence that, you are as.good as you Tan be it ﬂS 'hkefP"

.o \
= that these teachers fe]t the high degree of %onf1dence they expressed

" The results,from th1s study alsp indicate that part1c1pat1rg in the ,

o N

on thése affectave*character1st1cs of teachers 1n the absencelof pos1t1ve

cﬁange in 1nstruct1ona1«effectxveness Nhén there was no change in the '

]earn1ng outComes “of studenté teachers respons1b11/}1’for student ach1eve-

I tra1n1ng and the 1mp1ementataon of new strateg1es alone are 1nsuff1c1ent

* conditions for affect1ve change 1n teachers. Ghlv ‘when teachers qain , '
'evidenCe of poszt1ve chanqe in student 1earn1nq Outéones do these, '\
, affective changes'result. lf e sl . - f:. '
- ..‘ . .-,." -
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*  Another interesting finding was the change among teachers who Yook &
art in the inservice training but did not implement the new strategies.
"These teachers 1n1t1a11y expressed greater confidence in thair teaching

‘ \ abilities than other groups of teachersz and expressed a dramatic 1ncrease
\ ~in confidence over the school term. Pa::EE\w1th th1s increased confidence,
however,awas a sharp decrease in measures of\the1r affect toward teaching.
-While schedu11ng and administrative prob]ems prevented some of these

A . .

% wV?%' eteachers from 1mp1ement1ng the new strateg1es, it is 11ke1y that for others,

.

o - perhaps most, it was a matter of .personal choice. Implement1ng the new .
1. "strategies requ1red extra work that- perhaps they were unwilling to take
- on. It seems probable that in Just1fy1ng their decision to not 1mp1ement
the new strategwes, these teachers would express: increased ‘confidence in :
the1r teach1ng abilities. In other words, why try someth1ng new that . ' ,(’f'
- requines-extra.work when you aré already such 2 very good teacher? Be1ng
S able to do something well however, does not necessar11y jmply that 1t
. is enjoyable. Aﬂthough these teachers expressed great confidence 1n§
’ their teaching ab111t1es, they also indicated 1ncreas1ngly negative feelings
about teach1ng ’
I _ Although th1s study was confined to inservice tra1n1ng in Mastery
N Learn1ng strategies, it is believed the results may be applicable to any
7 inservice education or staff development effort targeted at jmproving
/. the 1nstruct1ona1 effect1veness of teachers It js a commonly held
belief that jnservice educat1on can lead to changes in teachers' 2
T perceptions and ;rfgctive character1st1cs, which in turn 1nf1uence the
learning outcomes of their students. This f% part1cu1ar1y true of programs

dealing with "teacher CJrnout.“ The results of th1s 1nvest1gat1on

’

.’ 1ndicate, however, that it isOevidence of change ir the learning outcomes
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—-—~~—~**—“'“‘"teachers “achieve desired 1earn1ng outcomes on the part of their students

"« the inservice education experience and change in teachers' affective

it s important that teachers be_helped and receiQe support at the imple-

: Changes in Instructional Effect1veness
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of students that leads to affective changes in teachers. In’ other words,

change in the affect1ve character1st1cs of teachers results only when

teachers see positive resu]ts in terms of their students Rather specificy
student achievement outcomes were employed in th1s study to determine change
jn students' 1earnnng But undoubted]y other’student varizbles such as
1ncreased cooperat1on among students, greater student invo(vemént in
1earn1ng act1v{t1es more time spent: in 1earn1ng tasks more pos1t1ve student
attitudes toward tiie class, and the 11ke, are equally 1mportant What is
‘centraliis that evidence of ‘these changes in students intercedes between
characteristics. v

The results of this study imply that the key to a successful inservice

education effurt may lie not so much in the prograh jjseff,_butﬁin helping -~

e T o

after the initial training takes place. Particularly 1n regard to an

inservice program which inyolves.new jnstructional procedures or materials,

mentation stage. s -
Further research 1n th1s area of teacher change is necessary In

particular, research on ways to motivate and stimulate teacherg to try out

new instructional procedures, and to help them gain systematic feedback

on the learning of their students is essential. Hopefully this study

has provided a useful framework for viewing the process of teacher change.

-~
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Table 1
Mean Differences and Standard Deviations for Two of the Groups .
of Teache}s on Selected Student Outcome Mééghrés

) . -
) ¢

" Difference Between ' . Positive Change Groupm . No Ch@nge'Group
. Mastery and Control ' i (n=34). .- (n=10)
.. . Classes - N T (s0) X (sD)
. | % Receiving High Course - LT
. '  Grades _ . +17.86 (5.06) -3.14 .- (1.89) - o
% Correct on Course ) ,
Examinations : +11.17 (3.83) -1.97 ( :97)
[ Q: v R ! -
) hhae W9
‘ v - <
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_ Table 2 o o ' o
Means and Standard Dev¥ations of Measures

- ‘on*Selected Afﬁective Variables

- ¢

<

I'g

. \t“" Positiye Change . ‘No Change. - ,;ﬂot psgd - gontroz
ot Gréup 1 . Group 2 . Group roup
Variable. - * (n=34) (n=10) : (n=8) - (n=65)
(sD), L (D) X, (s R (sD)
- —— —=

A
\

RSK - Positive : - °\\ L, . .
Pre . : 64.08 ( 8.72) 59.80 (8.86) .61.01- (10.71)"  60.57 (10.32)
Post ' .3 =79,001 (7.12) - 61.47- (8.75)  61.13 (10.08)  60.08 ( 9.40)

RSA - Negative : . -
Pre - o ’ 52,03 (10.44) o \?1.72 (11.03) 51.85 (11.37) 51.08 ( 9.21)
Rosff : ' 61.23 (10:52) 47.73 ° (11.22) 52.36 (11.05)  50.17 ( 8.86)

Affect Toward Teaching- . : ‘ - : .
~_Pre. . 54,38 (6.%) ° 53.57 (5.76)  51.62 (5.81)  53.43 (65.71)

_Post. | - <. 5638 (4.86) 5079 (6.89)  38.67 (77.56) ~51.23 (6.38)
Teaching Self-Cohcept . - - B '
Pre (49.58 (8.14)  50.56 (7.98) . 61.13 (10:38)  51.69 . (12.15) -
Post 45.23 (7.37)  54.81" (6.58)  78.16 (8.93)  53.84., (10.84)
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. lngercorrelations Among Measurés of §e1ected Affective‘Variables

-
A

: - . Affect | Teaching
Variable - :' RSA-Positive RSA-Neqative Toward* -~ Self-

¢

. - Teaching./ Concept

RSA Positive . 233 .485 . -.510°
/ . . . o
. RSA Negative - ..381 330 . -.062

-

"Affect Toward

Teaching 427 . 1.638

} -
Teaching Self

" Concept - -.481 -.173 - .602 S
-\ . BN § i . o
. -«.;\\‘\.\\ . * - R
° ] . \.\\‘
T—— a4 s
- \ ) ¢
. L \\\ .
e ———— * R \\.\\
z \
- a , -
- . —
¢ . -
° .
. VA §
. \ * .
. i
° B .‘
~
t A . . N
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. . Table 4 . - .. |
- ) Summary of Multivariate Ahalyses'of Variaﬁce . K
, ' ‘Tests of Significance - ’
. e o ‘ Multivariate ~ Univariate F's
Source of Variation - df F - ,
S : ° ‘ Affect, Toward Teaching
: R+ R- Teaching Self-Concept:
Constant ' 1 .-, - - -- - -- .
Group (pre-questionnaire) 3 ) 0.97, i} 1.08_, 0.08 " 0.52 -~ 2.52 _
‘Group, (post-questionnaire) (3) {5..07% 36,30¢  10.92%- - 18.99%  29.17* -
- . . . . . Y A w \ N . ] ‘ » . -
A3 - A -
P - ‘ - Univariate Mean Squares /
. L . . , ‘9
<
. ¥ Pre-questionnaire 95.88 ,  97.57 34.64 H6.01- -
Total * 117 . R : ’ .o "
. . Post-questionnaive 77.24 s 94.37 - 37.27 82.21
. Jesk e ] ) -
T ; ‘-. < ’ : 4 -
4 kK . ‘. e
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